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Response to Restriction Requirement: In response to the restriction requirement of 
March 19, 2004, appHcant has elected the claims of group I, claims 1-14 and 28-34. Applicant 
has also amended the claims and now asserts that claims 1-40, 51 and 52 are associated with 
group I and therefore requests examination of these claims along with group L Examiner finds 
that of claims 1-40 and 51-52, claims 15-22 are still addressed to non-elected group II, calling for 
a method or reviewing treatment for a medical program. Accordingly, claims 15-22 remain as 
part of the non-elected group. Claims 1-14, 23-40 and 51-52 will be examined on the merits. The 
restriction is made final. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-13, 29-40 and 51-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Douglas et al. (U.S. Patent 6,039,688) and Liles et al. (U.S. Patent 5,880, 731). 

Claim 1: FIG. 14 illustrates an on-line forum available on a network site (col. 8, lines 1- 
5). The forum includes an expert (chairperson) and users (the remaining participants). The forum 
discusses a topic, typically related to a multi-media presentation (col. 12, lines 45-46 and lines 
63-67). Payments are made by a third party to provide customers of the third party access to the 
site (see FIG. 54 which shows the payment costs for using the site under "Heartland Costs" and 
col. 19, lines 40-44 shows that a health plan incurs the cost). 

Douglas et al. differs in that it does not specifically show the participants exchanging 
questions and answers. However, the reference to Liles et al. illustrates an analogous Avatar 
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based discussion forum. As taught in col. 1, lines 23-25 and lines 39-45, the participants may 
exchange questions and answers with an expert. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Douglas et al. to 
have the participants exchange questions and answers with an expert in order to facilitate the 
learning by the participants as taught by Liles et al. 

Claim 2: In Douglas et al., the payments (illustrated in FIG. 54 as "Heartland Costs" are 
paid to use and access the network sites. 

Claim 3: No patentable weight is attributable to the nature of the third party, since the 
nature of the third party does not affect the actual method steps being performed. Nonetheless, in 
Douglas et al., the third party is a health plan (col. 19, lines 38-43), which is an insurance 
provider. 

Claim 4: In Douglas et al., the third party makes payment of the fees to access the 
system. Once the access is provided, personal information about the users are then collected by 
the system (see FIGS 3-7). 

Claim 5: In FIGS. 4 and 5 of Douglas et al., the personal information includes 
identification information, such as the user's name. 

Claim 6: Strictly speaking, a user will not provide identification information to a health 
plan payor (the third party) until they agree to subscribe to the health plan. 

Claim 7: See remarks for claim 1. In Douglas et al, the expert is the chairperson. Any of 
the other participants may be considered "peer review personnel". 

Claim 8: See remarks for claim 1. In Douglas et ah, one "benefif may be access to the 
forum of FIG. 14. 
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Claim 9: In Douglas et al., one benefit may be access to the forum. 

Claim 10: In Douglas et al., col. 14, lines 38-52, the user may receive points for 
participating in the system. The points take the form of gold stars. 

Claim 11: In Douglas et al., the points can be exchanged for other benefits, such as 
products at the village store. 

Claim 12: See remarks for claim 1. The benefit may be access to the site or gold star 
points. The "another party" may simply be another user, such as other users that have 
participated in past forums. 

Claim 13: The nature of the third party as a manufacturer, HMO or pharmacy carries no 
patentable weight since it has no bearing on the actual method steps being performed. 

Claim 29: See remarks for claim 1. In Douglas et al., FIGS. 14-15 illustrate two different 
network sites within the system. The two sites do not have the same expert (chairperson) in 
common. 

Claim 30: In Douglas et al., FIG. 14 illustrates one network site having a chairperson as 
the expert. Other forums like that of FIG. 14 but on other topics constitute other network sites 
and will also include a chairperson. 

Claims 31: The common expert is the chairperson. The common expert may be said to 
be applying materials selected by the third party in the sense that the third party (Health Plan 
Payor) actually selects the usage of the Heartland system. The common expert may also be 
considered "peer review personnel" since this is only a title rather than a description of the 
functions that the expert performs. 
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Claim 32: See remarks for claim 31. The common expert may be said to select material 
independently of the third party (health plan payor) in the sense that the expert selects 
presentations based on the known problems and needs of the users (col. 11, lines 54-58). 

Claim 33: The job title or nature of the common expert carries no patenetable weight 
since it does not affect the actual method steps being performed. 

Claim 34: See remarks for claim 13, 

Claim 35: See remarks for claim L 

Claim 36: In Douglas et al. FIG. 14, responses are posted on the site in which they 
originate. 

Claim 37: In Douglas et al. FIGS. 14-15, responses may be posted both on the site of 
FIG. 14 and also apphed to a different site, such as that of FIG. 15. 

Claim 38: In Douglas et al., the peer review personnel may be any of the other 
participants besides the chairperson. Responses from the participants may be posted on either of 
the sites of FIGS. 14 or 15. 

Claim 39: In Douglas et al., the chairperson's responses only appear on the site of FIG. 

14, 

Claim 40: The peer review personnel may be the other participants besides the 
chairperson. The responses from these participants may be posted on either of the sites shown in 
FIGS. 14 or 15. 

Claim 51: See remarks for claim 2. 

Claim 52: The third party is a health plan payor and provides services related to the filed 
of health, just as the system of Douglas et al. provides services related to the field of health. 
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Claims 14 and 23-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Douglas et al. (U.S. Patent 6,039,688) in view of Liles et al. (U.S. Patent 5,880,731) and further 
in view of Christensen (US2003/088461). 

Claims 14 and 23: Douglas et al. and Liles et al. differ from these claims in that they do 
not illustrate the points earned by the participant in the forum as being used for discounts on 
drugs. However, Christensen teaches that a user participating in an on-line website can receive 
coupons leading to discounts on specific grocery items, including health and beauty items (FIG. 
6) which would include medical treatments or drugs. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Douglas et al. and Liles et al. to further permit the user to 
exchange the earned gold points for discount coupons so as to give the user a wider choice of 
available rewards (rather than limiting the user to rewards in a village store) as taught by 
Christensen. 

Claims 24-27: The expert is the chairperson and may inherently express multiple 
opinions or provide multiple types of information to the participants in the forum. The peers may 
be other participants in the forum. 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Douglas et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,039,688) in view of Liles et al. (U.S. Patent 5,880,731) and further in view of 
Rice et al. (U.S. Patent 6,658,467). 

Claim 28: See remarks for claim 1. Douglas et al. and Liles et al. differ in that they do 
not disclose banner ads. Rice et al. (col. 6, lines 35-52) teach that Banner ads may be applied to 
network websites. The advertisers receives fees based on users using the banner ad to reach the 
website and purchase products. The more users that access the advertiser's site and make 
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purchases, the greater the fees obtained by the advertiser. The website supporting the ad also 
receives revenue for displaying the ad. A larger number of ads inherently produces a larger 
amount of revenue for the website operator. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the network of Douglas et al to include banner ads so a to permit the website 
sponsor to generate additional revenue as taught by Rice et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Sam Rimell at 


telephone number (703) 306-5626. 



Sam Rimell 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2175 


